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RE: Comments Regarding NPRM PR Docket 93:32?, "Spectrum Refarming"

I would like to respectfully submit the following comments in regard to
the above proposal to "refarm" the frequency bands below 512 MHz. This
is an extremely important issue in that it will have such a major impact
upon almost everyone currently involved in the two-way radio field. The
changes will ultimately be the most_dramatic tn ever occur in our
industry since it began. They will have long-term implications well
into the next century. This proposal, therefore, requires careful
consideration on the part of not only the Commission, but all parties
presently involved in the growing communications marketplace,

Part One: Present Proposal Comments

Firstly, I agree with the Commission that the future of the communica-
tions industry demands that the radio spectrum be used more efficiently.
I further realize that crowding and lack of available spectrum is
presently a major concern in many of our metropolitan areas. I am
extremely concerned, however, with some of the proposed ideas that are
being considered to address these problems.

A major rewrite of Part 90 as proposed will have a dramatic impact upon
present users of the affected bands. The first-stage transition date of

1996 is much too soon to allow for any hope of a smooth transition to
narrowband equipment. The present user of a center 25 KHz UHF channel

will be subject to severe interference as the adjacent 6.25 KHz channels

are allocated to new narrowband users. The receiver of the 25 KHz user

will be unable tQ_lnlfrahe_Lhese new_"ca-channel" stati ﬁrﬂjihQﬂf hg;gg______
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bands. There will be an astronomical financial burden tagged to this
plan that for many users will mean either severe impairment of service
or bankruptcy. To make matters worse, not only will present mobile
equipment need to be replaced on a one for one ba51s, but fixed station
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There are many rural areas where the population served does not warrant
the large financial burden of constructing a large number of low-power,
low-height transmitter sites, when one high-power, high elevation site
will provide the same coverage at less cost. This concept applies to
paging-only channels, as well as conventional two-way repeater channels.
I certainly see the need to utilize only the transmiter power that is
required to do the job, and I have always been in favor of that concept.
But, as with any guideline there must be some degree of flexibility to
cover areas in which this would present only an economic burden with no
real-world gain in spectral efficiency.

I certainly favor the spectrum reuse approach in the large metro areas
where crowding and congestion are most prevalent, but I see no way to
Justify the same "across the board" approach in the less densely
populated rural areas. Certainly, there should be certain blocks of
channels set aside for rural spectrum reuse (cellular, future PCS,
etc.), however there should still remain a large block of channels to be
used in these rural areas for wider-coverage single-site systems.
Economics, again, demands that this option remain intact. As an
example, I see nothing to be gained by forcing a rural operator to
construct ten low-power sites on the same frequency to cover the same
geographic area that could be covered by one high-power mountain-top
site also using the same frequency.

What will become of the users presently utilizing high-power mountain-
top sites for their communication needs? Will they be asked to spend
millions of dollars to "come off of the hill" and invest in hundreds of
new low-power sites just to provide their users with the same coverage
area they had before? Who will be asked to pay the price for this undue
burden? The ultimate answer will be either the consumer will have to
absorb it, or in many cases the rural radio dealer and/or paging
provider will be driven out of business because of the lack of revenue
to invest millions of dollars on additional sites and equipment.

Part Two: Comments on Alternatives Available

I would like to formally suggest that PR Docket 92-235 be put on hold
pending the outcome of "The Emerging Telecommunications Technologies Act
of 1991" (H.R. 531/707, S. 218). This would allow for a much smoother
transition to the new spectrally efficient technologies.

It has been stated that the refarming plan would provide for as many as
3200 additional channels by using narrowband technology. If we limit
the analysis of this to 6.25 KHz slots, this gives a total bandwidth of
20 MHz to accomodate these new channels. My suggestion would be to use
20 MHz of spectrum obtained from the 200 MHz proposed to be returned
from the federal government. This would be an excellent way to justify
a "speedy" approval of this bill, and at the same time provide a space
for the "transition to newer, narrowband technologies."
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outlined here, but I do feel that they are a very good starting point
toward a fair and realistic proposal in the pursuit of spectrum
efficiency. I would encourage the Commission to review these ideas
carefully and without haste. I am by no means suggesting that my plan
above is the one that should be followed, but rather I simply point out
that it is one of many alternatives which should be studied before a
final decision is made.

Respectfully submitted,

Gray L. Fulk
Co-owner / Director of Engineering
Vanguard Communication Services, Inc.
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